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Letters to the Editors
We encourage your letters in response to what you have read in the MRJ. Were you inspired to try a new
teaching strategy? Are you in a quandary over a topic recently featured or a current issue in literacy? Is
there something in the journal that you haven't seen that you want us to address? Let us hear from you.

MRJ Editors,
We would like to introduce a new Michigan organization focused on literacy: the Michigan Alliance of Reading Professors (MARP). Our goals include developing strong teachers and conducting research to understand
literacy development and how it can best be taught. The group represents professors from all 15 of the state's
universities and colleges who have joined to effectively advocate for responsible positions, policies, and legislation for reading education in the K-12 and teacher preparation environment.
MARP supports the following objectives:
•

To ensure that every student in Michigan receives reading instruction that is based on rigorous
research.

•

To promote teacher expertise and professional decision-making in literacy assessment and instruction.

•

To communicate with families, educators, policy-makers, and others about literacy issues.

•

To advocate for the rights of literacy professionals to identify and implement effective reading instruction, assessment, and research.

•

To collaborate with other professional organizations that share our goals.

MARP also advocates for research among our members that innovates and demonstrates our impact on
teacher preparation and K-12.
MARP initially formed in December 2005, based on concerns about recent legislation and rule changes in the
Michigan Department of Education affecting teacher education in reading. More recently, our group held elections naming Mark Conley at Michigan State University as president, Jim Cipielewski at Oakland University
as vice president, Nancy Patterson at Grand Valley State University as secretary, and Lauren Freedman at
Western Michigan University as treasurer for the organization. Karen Feathers at Wayne State University,
Pat Gallant at the University of Michigan-Flint, and Kathryn Bell at Spring Arbor University serve as atlarge members of the executive board.
Faculty and doctoral students working in literacy at institutions of higher education are eligible to be members and attend meetings. If you would like to join MARP or are a member of another organization and would
like to work with us, please contact me or any of the other members of the executive board.
The Michigan Alliance of Reading Professors sincerely hopes to establish strong relations with the Michigan
Reading Association as well as other literacy and educational groups around the state. Communication with
people working in state institutions will also be important. MARP hopes to make a lasting impact on literacy
instruction and research in Michigan.
Sincerely,
Mark W. Conley
Michigan State University
conleym@msu.edu
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MRJ Editors,

It is time to examine the role of science and wisdom in literacy learning and instruction. Under No Child Left
Behind and Reading First, school districts were told that funding depended on implementing scientifically
based programs and professional development. But where was this science to be found?
The National Reading Panel had reviewed the experimental studies of reading and found evidence that phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, comprehension and vocabulary instruction all contributed to gains in reading
ability. These "five essential elements" became the criteria for deciding if a program was scientifically based.
This decision, in turn, depended on the wisdom of expert panels assembled by the Department of Education to
review state grants for funding under Reading First. Recent investigations by the Inspector General's Office
within the Department of Education have called into question the objectivity and wisdom of these panels http:
//www.readingrecovery.org/rrcna/advocacy/federal_documents. asp.
We now have more objective reviews of research-based programs than were available during the first funding
cycle. The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC), established by the United States Department of Education's
Institute for Education Sciences has reviewed the experimental evidence on the effectiveness of various beginning reading programs. Based on that evidence, the WWC has rated the programs in four domains: alphabetics, fluency, comprehension and general reading ability
http://www.w-w-c.org/Topic.asp?tid=Ol&ReturnPage=default.asp. For example, the WWC looked at the evidence of one program heavily funded under Reading First, Voyager Universal Literacy Systems. The research
indicates that this program has a potentially positive effect on alphabetics and a potentially negative effect on
comprehension. The WWC reports an improvement index for these two domains of +11 and -25 points, respectively, on a scale from negative 50 to positive 50. The WWC also reviewed the research on Reading Recovery,
an early intervention frequently maligned under Reading First as not research-based. Reading Recovery is the
only program, so far reviewed by the WWC, to have scientific evidence for all four of the domains and it has
received the WWC's highest ratings: "positive" and "potentially positive" findings in all four of the domains.
Furthermore the improvement index in each of the domains is among the largest for all programs rated: +34,
+46, + 14, +32, respectively.
This type of science shows that a program works. A wise educator also wants to know that there is a dissemination model designed to support the implementation of a scientifically proven program and school level
evaluation data that shows the program can reproduce the research results in diverse school settings. Local
control and local decisions are what we need now in the Reading First legislation that demands local accountability. Michigan should invest in programs that have a scientific research base and proven effects in schools.
Sandra Bolden, President
Reading Recovery Council of Michigan
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